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zemstvos, but the negotiations were broken off because zemstvo leaders insisted on the convocation of a constituent assembly elected in accordance with the quadripartite formula. Attempts to win the active cooperation of other liberal groups proved equally fruitless: the persons consulted either declined to accept ministerial responsibilities, or made their participation in the cabinet subject to conditions which Witte regarded as inadmissible. The failure to reach an understanding with the opposition led to the formation of a purely bureaucratic government whose members ranged from the liberal-minded minister of agriculture, N. N. Kutler (who resigned in March, 1906, over the land question, joined the Constitutional Democratic Party, and was among the government's critics in the second and third Duma), to the vicious reactionary, P. N. Durnovo, in the all-important office of minister of the interior, an appointment Witte later regretted. The inability of opposition leaders to compose their differences with Witte and to join the cabinet injured the cause of democracy by depriving the liberals of any direct influence on the framing of new institutions and by strengthening Witte's reactionary proclivities.
Between November, 1905, and the end of April, 1906, when the State Duma met, the legal framework of the constitutional monarchy was hastily evolved in the seclusion of bureaucratic offices and committees. The legislation thus devised violated both the spirit and the letter of the October manifesto. Civil liberties wrere given a restrictive interpretation. Preliminary censorship of periodicals and books was abolished ("provisional rules" of, respectively, November 24,1905, and April 26,1906), but issues of journals containing matters allegedly in contravention of the law could be seized, subject to subsequent review by the courts, by order of administrative "committees on the affairs of the press/' This procedure was inimical to the interests of periodical publications, particularly daily papers. Severe penalties, moreover, were provided for such ill defined offenses as the spreading of false information concerning state agencies and officials (decree of February 18,1906), misrepresentation of the position of state-owned institutions of credit (decree of April 22, 1906), or favorable comments on criminal acts (decree of November 24, 1905). The right of assembly and of association (including trade unions), guaranteed by the "provisional rate" of March 4, 1906, was narrowly circumscribed and enmeshed IE a maze of red tape offering wide scope for administrative arbitrariness.